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DETAILED ACTION 

1 This action is response to the amendment filed on July 11*^, 2006. Claims 1-25 
are presented for the further examination whereas claims 26-35 are newly added claims 
presented for the examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-16 and 23-25 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1 and 23 recites the limitation "the steps ". There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Applicant is suggested to make 
these claims parallel to claim 26. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 1-35 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Modi et 
al, U.S. Patent Number 6,587.866 B1 (hereinafter Modi) in view of Walker U.S. Patent 
No. 5,613.069. 

As per claim 1 , Modi discloses determining the size of the packet [see 
column 13, line 64 - column 16, line 18. examiner interprets determining which 
bucket to chose based on IP address packet size and when the user sends data, 
the data is divided into packets discloses determining the size of the packet]; a 
cost associated with the packet, the cost representing a load associated with 
processing the packet [(see column 7, line 60 - column 8, line 15)]; determining 
an anticipated load for each coprocessor in the plurality of coprocessors using 
the cost [(see column 7, line 60 - column 8, line 15)]; and selecting the 
coprocessor from the plurality of coprocessors based on the anticipated load 
[(see column 2, lines 16-17, column 5, line 48 - column 8, line 67)]. 

Modi briefly discloses load balancing policy type and load balancing policy 
weights for distributing packets to server nodes using network client affinity and 
packet distribution table. However. Modi does not explicitly disclose determining 
a packet size. 

Walker explicitly teaches determining a packet size (see column 18. lines 
7-67) in packet switching network. 

Therefore, it would have bee obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at 
the time the invention was made to securely controlled dynamically switching and 
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distributing packets to the server based on their pacl^et size and the cost 
associated with the pacltets. 

As per claim 2, Mo6\ discloses calculating the cost using a rate associated 
with processing the packet [(see column 1 , lines 38-39)]. 

As per claim 3, Modi discloses the rate is stored in a lookup table [(see 
column 9, lines 34-38)]. 

As per claims 4 and 5, Modi discloses dividing the packet's size by the 
rate [(see column 15, lines 39-41)]. Modi also discloses the step of multiplying 
the. packet's size by a multiplicative inverse of the rate [(see column 15, lines 39- 
41, examiner considers multiplicative Inverse of the rate as mathematical 
expression "rate inverse" which is same as packet size dividing by rate)]. 

As per claiffi 6, Modi discloses applying the packet's size to a lookup table 
containing one or more cost values to determine the cost. [(See column 1 1 , lines 
12-20)] 

As per claim 7, Modi discloses adding the cost to a cumulative load 
associated with each coprocessor in the plurality of coprocessors [(see column 1, 

lines 60-65)]. 

As per claim 8, Modi discloses selecting the coprocessor from a group of 
one or more coprocessors whose anticipated load is a minimum load [(see 
column 12, lines 52-53)]. 
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As per claim 9, Modi discloses the coprocessor is selected using a 
scheduling algorithm [(see column 14, lines 23-25)]. 

As per claim 10, Modi discloses that determining if a port associated with 
the packet is congested [(see column 10, lines 56-58)]. 

As per claim 11, Modi discloses that selecting the coprocessor from a 
group of one or more coprocessors whose anticipated load is not a minimum 
load [(see column 10, lines 53-61, examiner considers Bucket not having 
fon/varding list for node as particular node fonA^arding list is full and it's waiting for 
a node to make it available)]. 

As per claim 12, claim 12 falls under the same limitation of claim 8. 
Therefore, claim 12 has been rejected under same rationale. 

As per claims 13 and 14, Modi discloses of incrementing a cumulative 
load associated with the selected coprocessor [(see column 1, lines 60-65)]. 
Modi also discloses adding the cost to the cumulative load [(see column 1, lines 
60-65)]. 

As per claims 15 and 16, Modi discloses decrementing a cumulative load 
associated with the selected coprocessor [(see column 12 lines 54-59)]. 
Additionally, Modi also discloses subtracting the cost from the cumulative load 
[examiner consider deletion of connection and deleting service on particular 
nodes as removing service weight from that node]. 
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As per claim 17, Modi discloses a memory containing one or more 
software routines, including a software routine configured to determine the size of 
the packet, a cost associated with the packet of that size, the cost representing a 
load associated with processing the packet [(see column 2, lines 37-42, column 
13, line 64 - column 16, line 18)]; and a processor configured [(Server Node, see 
column 2, line 25)] to execute the software routines to determine an anticipated 
load for each coprocessor [(Nodes, see column 1, line 64)] in the plurality of 
coprocessors using the cost and to select the coprocessor from the plurality of 
coprocessors based on the anticipated load. 

Modi briefly discloses load balancing policy type and load balancing policy 
weights for distributing packets to server nodes using network client affinity and 
packet distribution table. However, Modi does not explicitly disclose determining 
a packet size. 

Walker explicitly teaches determining a packet size (see column 18, lines 
7-67) in packet switching network. 

Therefore, it would have bee obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at 
the time the invention was made to securely controlled dynamically switching and 
distributing packets to the server based on their packet size and the cost 
associated with the packets. 

As per claim 18, Modi discloses a data structure [(see column 4, lines 41)]; 
wherein the cost is determined using information contained in the data structure 
[(see column 7, lines 40-44)]. 
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As per claim 19, IVIodi also discloses that the information contained in the 
data structure includes the cost [(see column 7, lines 51-54)]. 

As per claim 20, Modi discloses that the information contained in the data 
structure includes a rate the coprocessor can process the packet [(see column 7, 
lines 19-20)]. 

As per claim 21, claim 21 is device claim of method claim 1. They do not 
.teach or further define over the limitation as recited in claim 1. Therefore, claim 
21 rejected under same scopes as discussed in claim 1, supra. 

As per claim 22. claim 22 is computer readable media claim of method 
claim 1 . They do not teach or further define over the limitation as recited in claim 
1. Therefore, claim 22 rejected under same scopes as discussed in claim -1, 
supra. 

As per claims 23- 25, claims 23 - 25 are method claims of claims 1, 2-3 
and 6. They do not teach or further define over the limitation as recited in claims 
1 , 2-3 and 6. Therefore, claims 23 - 25 are rejected under same scope as recited 
in claims 1, 2-3 and 6, supra. 

As per claim 26, Modi discloses determining a cumulative load for each 
coprocessor, the cumulative load representing load due to packets currently 
awaiting processing at that coprocessor; determining a size of the received 
packet [see column 13, line 64 - column 16, line 18, examiner interprets 
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determining which bucket to chose based on IP address packet size and when 
the user sends data, the data is divided into packets discloses determining the 
size of the packet and determining a cumulative load for each processor]; 
determining a cost for processing the received packet at each coprocessor, the 
cost determined, at least in part, in response to the size of the received packet 
and a processing rate of that coprocessor [(see column 7, line 60 - column 8, line 
15)]; combining the cumulative load and the cost at each coprocessor, to create 
an anticipated load for each coprocessor [(see column 1, lines 60-65) adding 
additional server nodes and performing load balancing between the nodes]; 
comparing the anticipated loads of all the coprocessors [(see column 2, lines 16- 
17, column 5, line 48 - column 8, line 67)]; and selecting, [fonA/arding the 
packets to various nodes [processor] based upon load balancing policies and 
other considerations as comparing the packets and selecting a particular 
processor based upon load balancing policies] in response to the comparing, a 
particular coprocessor of the plurality of coprocessors to perform the processing 
operation on the received packet [(see column 2, lines 16-17, column 5, line 48 - 
column 8, line 67)]. 

Modi briefly discloses load balancing policy type and load balancing policy 
weights for distributing packets to server nodes using network client affinity and 
packet distribution table. However, Modi does not explicitly disclose detennining 
a packet size. 
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Walker explicitly teaches determining a packet size (see column 18, lines 
7-67) in packet switching network. 

Therefore, it would have bee obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at 
the time the invention was made to securely controlled dynamically switching and 
distributing packets to the server based on their packet size and the cost 
associated with the packets. 

As per claims 27, 28 and 29, they do not teach or further define over the 
limitation as recited in claims 8, 10-12. and 13-16, respectively. Therefore, claims 
27, 28 and 29 are rejected under same scope as recited in claims 8, 10-12, and 
13-16, supra. 

As per claim 31, Modi discloses a data structure configured to store 
processing rates, each processing rate associated with one of the coprocessors 
[(see column 4, lines 41)]; and a processor configured to determine a size of the 
received packet, and in response to the size of the received packet [see column 
13, line 64 - column 16, line 18, examiner interprets detemriining which bucket to 
chose based on IP address packet size and when the user sends data, the data 
is divided into packets discloses determining the size of the packet], and the 
processing rate of each coprocessor, determine a cost to perform a processing 
operation on the received packet at each coprocessor, the processor further 
configured to combine the cost at each coprocessor [(see column 7, line 60 - 
column 8, line 15)] with the cumulative load at that coprocessor to create an 
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anticipated load at each coprocessor, and to select a particular coprocessor to 
perform the processing operation on the received packet in response to 
comparison of the anticipated load at each coprocessor [(see column 2, lines 16- 
17, column 5, line 48 - column 8, line 67)]. 

Modi briefly discloses load balancing policy type and load balancing policy 
weights for distributing packets to server nodes using network client affinity and 
packet distribution table. However, Modi does not explicitly discloses detemiining 
a packet size and a plurality of queues configured to store packets currently 
awaiting processing, each queue associated with one of the coprocessors, each 
queue associated with a cumulative load that represents a load to process 
packets in that queue. 

Walker explicitly teaches determining a packet size (see column 18, lines 
7-67) in packet switching network and a plurality of queues configured to store 
packets currently awaiting processing, each queue associated with one of the 
coprocessors, each queue associated with a cumulative load that represents a 
load to process packets in that queue [see column 14, lines 50-65] . 

Therefore, it would have bee obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at 
the time the invention was made to securely controlled dynamically switching and 
distributing packets to the server based on their packet size and the cost 
associated with the packets. 

. As per claims 32, 33 and 34, they do not teach or further define over the 
limitation as recited in claims 8, 10-12, and 13-16, respectively. Therefore, claims 
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32, 33, and 34 are rejected under same scope as recited in claims 8, 10-12, and 
13-16, supra. 

6. Claims 30 and 35 are. rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Modi in view of Walker as applied to claims 1-29 and 31-34 above, and further in 
view of Feinberg et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,065,046 (hereinafter Feinberg). 

As per claim 26, Modi in view of Walker discloses determining a 
cumulative load for each coprocessor, the cumulative load representing load due 
to packets currently awaiting processing at that coprocessor; determining a size 
of the received packet; determining a cost for processing the received packet at 
each coprocessor, the cost determined, at least in part, in response to the size of 
the received packet and a processing rate of that coprocessor; combining the 
cumulative load and the cost at each coprocessor, to create an anticipated load 
for each coprocessor; comparing the anticipated loads of all the coprocessors; 
and selecting, in response to the comparing, a particular coprocessor of the 
plurality of coprocessors to perform the processing operation on the received 
packet. 

However, neither Modi nor Walker discloses an encryption operation for 
processing packets. 

Feinberg teaches the processing operation is an encryption operation (see 
column 5, lines 21-67) 

Therefore, it would have bee obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at 
the time the invention was made to securely controlled dynamically switching and 
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distributing packets to the server based on their packet size and the cost 
associated with the packets. 

Response to Argument 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-35 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Contact Information 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from tlie 
examiner sliould be directed to Saket K. Daftuar whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8363. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am-5:00pm M-W. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Zarni Maung can be reached on 571-272-3939. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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